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RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Captain Kirk T. Lew s

Commandi ng OFficer, NAS Cecil Field
P. 0. Box 108 (code 00)

Cecil Field, Florida 32215-0108

SUBJ: Cecil Field Site 17
Dear Captain Lew s:

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and
reviewed the final InterimRecord of Decision (IROD) for the
oil and sludge di sposal area, also known as Site 17. EPA
concurs with the Navy’'s decision as set forth in the | ROD dated
Sept enber 30, 1994. This concurrence is with the understandi ng
that the proposed action is an interimaction and the need for
any future or final renedial action will be addressed follow ng
the finalization of the Baseline R sk Assessnent (BRA).

EPA appreci ates the opportunity work with the Navy on this
site and other sites at Cecil Field. Should you have any
guestions, or if EPA can be of any assistance, please contact
M. Bart Reedy of ny staff at the |letterhead address or at
(404) 347-3555 vnx 2049.

Sincerely,

(atacce. ot
Patrick Tobin

Assistant Reglonal Administrator
Region IV, EPA

cc: James Cr ane, FDEP
Eri c Nuzie, FDEP
M chael Deliz, FDEP

Steve Wl son, SDV
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1.0 DECLARATI ON FOR THE | NTERI M RECORD OF DECI S| ON

1.1 SITE NAMVE AND LOCATION. The site name is Ol and Sl udge D sposal Area
Sout hwest, Site 17, Operable Unit (QU) 2. Site 17 is located east of
Perimeter Road in the sout hwest part of Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field,
Jacksonvill e, Florida.

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE. Thi s deci sion docunent presents the
selected interimrenedial action for source control at Site 17, the forner
O |1 and Sl udge D sposal Area, Sout hwest. The selected interi mremedi al action
was chosen in accordance with the requirenents of the Conprehensive
Envi ronnment al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended
by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) of 1986, and the
National O and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP, 40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 300). This decision docunent explains the
factual basis for selecting the interimrenedy for Site 17 and the rational e
for the final decision. The information supporting this interim renedial
action decision is contained in the Administrative Record for this site.

The purpose of the interimrenedial action is to provide source control at
Site 17. During this action contam nated soil will be excavated and treated
by thermal desorption. This will stabilize the site, prevent additional site
degradation, and prevent further mgration of contamnants in soil to
groundwat er. The U. S. Environnental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the Fl ori da
Departnent of Environnmental Protection (FDEP) concur with the selected
i nterimrenedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT COF THE SI TE. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
substances from the site, if not addressed by inplenenting the response
actions selected in this InterimRecord of Decision (IROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernment to public health, welfare, or the
environnent as a result of concentrations of contanminants in soil and
groundwat er in excess of health-based |evels.

1.4 DESCR PTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY. The preferred alternative for source
control at Site 17 is Alternative RA-2, excavation and on-site thermnal
treatnent. Alternative RA-2 involves the follow ng tasks:

. Cl ear and prepare the site.
. Excavat e contam nated soil during seasonal |ow groundwat er
. Begin processing soil through an on-site thermal desorption

treatnment unit as soon as excavati on begi ns.
. Stockpile treated soil until excavation is conplete.

. Col l ect and analyze sanples from the excavation to verify the
attai nment of the cleanup criterion.

. Backfill the excavated area with treated soil
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. Restore the site and denobilize

Thermal desorption treatnment of contaminated soil is used frequently for
treat ment of petrol eum contam nated soil associ ated with | eaki ng under ground
storage tanks at former gasoline stations. The technology uses heat to
vol atilize contam nants from soil wthout incinerating the soil. The
vol atilized contam nants are then destroyed in an afterburner that treats al
of the offgases from the system The technol ogy has been denonstrated as
reliable for treatnment of the types of contam nants present at Site 17. It
provides a quicker renediation than biological alternatives. Treatnent
specifics including the confirmatory sanpling program wll be provided in
subsequent desi gn docunents. The estinmated cost for the preferred alternative
is $1.4 mllion and woul d take approximately 3 nonths to inplenent.

1.5 STATUTORY DETERM NATIONS. This interimaction is protective of hunan
health and the environnent, conplies with Federal and State applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) for this limted scope action,
and is cost effective. Although this interimaction is not intended to fully
address the statutory nmandate for permanence and treatnment to the nmaxi num
extent practicable, this interim action uses treatnment and, thus, is in
furtherance of that statutory nandate. Because this action does not
constitute the final remedy for all nmedia at Site 17, the statutory
preference for renedies that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volunme as a principal elenent, although partially addressed in

this renedy, will be addressed by the final response action. Because this
remedy wll result in hazardous substances rermaining on-site above
heal t h-based levels, a review will be conducted to ensure that the renedy

conti nues to provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent
within 5 years after comencenent of the interimrenedi al action. Subsequent
actions are planned to address fully the threats posed by the conditions in
the soil and groundwater at this site.

Because this is an interimaction ROD, review of this site and of this renedy
wi || be ongoing as the Navy continues to devel op final renedial alternatives
for this site and this QU

1.6 SI GNATURE AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF THE REMEDY

Aﬂé // Joipat

Captain Kirk T. Lewis
Commanding Cfficer, MAS Cec;l Field Date
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2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY

2.1 SITE NAVE, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON. NAS Cecil Field is located 14
m | es sout hwest of Jacksonville in the northeastern part of Florida. Mst of
NAS Cecil Field is located within Duval County; however, part is located in
the northern part of Cay County.

NAS Cecil Field was established in 1941 and provides facilities, services,
and material support for the operation and mai ntenance of naval weapons,
aircraft, and other units of the operating forces as designated by the Chief
of Naval Operations. Sonme of the tasks required to acconplish this mssion
include operation of fuel storage facilities, perfornmance of aircraft
mai nt enance, mai ntenance and operation of engine repair facilities and test
cells for turbo-jet engines, and support of special weapons systens.

Site 17 is | ocated east of Perineter Road in the southwest part of NAS Ceci
Field as shown in Figure 2-1. Site 17 is conbined with Site 5 as QU 2 at NAS
Cecil Field due to their proximty and simlarity as waste oil and fuel
di sposal sites.

Site 17 covers an area of approximately 2 acres where liquid wastes
consisting of waste oil and fuel were disposed in a pit and allowed to
evaporate and drain into the soil, as shown in Figure 2-2. The waste di sposal
area reportedly was an unlined pit approximately 50 feet in dianeter and 3
to 5 feet deep (Envirodyne Engineers, 1985). Visible staining of soil is
evident at the site and a distinct petroleum odor exists when soil is
di sturbed. Site 17 is primarily vegetated with grasses and slash pines;
however, areas of the site are void of vegetation. The site is flat and sone
pondi ng of water on the |land surface is evident during the wet seasons. A
wet | ands exists to the east of the site (see Figure 2-2). The | and adj acent
to the site is primarily wooded. There is no devel opnent on, or current use
of , adjacent |ands. The nearest base housing is | ocated approximately 5,500
feet northeast of the site.

2.2 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TIES. D sposal was conducted at Site
17 for a 2- to 3-year period in the late 1960's or early 1970's. Liquid
wastes from the fuel farm aircraft internmediate maintenance departnent,
squadrons, and public works were typically taken to the site in bowsers
(portable storage tanks) or 55-gallon drums, drained into the pit, and
allowed to seep into the soil or evaporate. Waste oil and fuel were
reportedly disposed at the site. Solvents, paints, and paint thinners may
have al so been m xed with waste oils and di sposed at the site; however,
speci fic records of such disposal are not avail able (Envirodyne Engi neers,
1985). To date there have been no enforcenent activities at the site.

2.3 PREVI QUS | NVESTI GATI ONS. Previ ous environmental investigations at Site
17 include an Initial Assessnent Study (IAS), a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation (RFI), and a Renedial
Investigation (RI). The results of these investigations are sumari zed bel ow.
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Initial Assessment Study. The I AS was perforned in 1985 by Envirodyne Engineers to
identify waste sites at NAS Cecil Fieldthat warranted further investigati on. The study
i ncluded an investigation of historical data and aerial photographs as well as field
i nspections and personnel interviews. Atotal of 18 sites were identified as a result
of the IAS, including Site 17.

RCRA Facility Investigation. The RFlI was performed in 1988 by Harding Lawson
Associ ates. Field investigations included a geophysical survey using a nagnetoneter,

the installation of two nonitoring wells, and sanpling and anal yses of groundwater from
nmoni toring wells. The geophysi cal survey identified one anonal ous area i n the woods to
the northeast of the site. No objects were observed on the land surface in this area.

During well installation, fine-grained sands interbedded with silt layers were
encountered. Goundwater sanples were collected from the two new wells plus one
exi sting well and anal yzed for sel ected organi cs and netals. Al paraneters tested were
bel ow net hod detection limts (Harding Lawson Associ ates, 1988).

Renedi al Investigation (R), 1991 Additional sampling of environmental nedia was
conducted as part of an R by ABB-ES during the fall of 1991 and spring of 1992. These
i nvestigations included: groundwater headspace screening, piezocone surveying, soil
sanpling, installing additional nonitoring wells, groundwater sanpling, hydraulic
conductivity testing, and col |l ecting groundwat er el evation data. The results fromthese
i nvestigations have been summarized in the Technical Menorandum for Suppl enental
Sanpling at Qperable Wiits 1, 2, and 7 (TMSS) (ABB-ES, 1992). A synopsis of these
activities for Site 17 is provided bel ow

G oundwat er Headspace Screeni ng. Five groundwat er headspace anal yses were conduct ed.
Maxi mum concentrations of 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane (1,1,1-TCA) and trichl oroet hene ( TCE)
detected were 0.3 mcrograns per liter (Fg/R) and 44 Fg/R, respectively.

Pi ezocone Survey. (One piezocone sanpling probe was installed to 8 feet below | and
surface (bls). Interpretation of piezocone data indicates silty to clayey fine-grai ned
sands, fine-grained sand, and cenented sand to hardpan. Refusal of the cone was
encountered in a fine-grained sand unit.

Soi|l Sanpling. Three soil borings were installed at Site 17 and two soil sanples were
coll ected fromeach boring. A conplete summary of anal ytical results is available in
the TVMBS (ABB-ES, 1992).

Installation of Monitoring Vlls. Three nmonitoring wells were installed at Site 17
to nonitor groundwater quality in the upper part of the surficial aquifer.

G oundwat er Sanpl i ng and Anal ysi s. G oundwat er sanpl es were col l ected fromthe three
newy installed wells and one of the existing wells. A variety of volatile organic
conmpounds (VQCs), semvolatile organic conpounds (SVOCs), and total recoverable
pet rol eum hydrocarbons (TRPH) were found in these sanples. A conplete sunmary of
anal ytical results is available in the TMSS (ABB-ES, 1992).

Hydraul i ¢ Conductivity Testing and Water Level H evations. Sl ug tests were perforned
in three wells at Site 17 to determine hydraulic conductivity. Average
hydraulic conductivities for the wupper surficial aquifer at Site 17 were

CF_S17_I.ROD
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estimated to range from 1.84 feet per day (ft/day) to 3.94 ft/day. Water |eve
neasurenents were collected in Novenber 1991 and April 1992.

Renedi al | nvestigation, 1993. Additional sanpling and anal ytical efforts were perforned
at Site 17 in 1993. These activities included surface soil sanpling, subsurface soi
sanpling, installation of additional nonitoring wells, and groundwater sanpling.

Surface Soil Sanpling. Surface soil sanpling consisted of collecting of sanmples for
both on-site and off-site anal yses. Sanples analyzed on-site were referred to as
screeni ng sanples and were collected from 94 |ocations across a conprehensive grid
covering the site on 40-foot centers. Based on results of the screening, the | ocations
for sanples for off-site anal yses, referred to as confirnmatory sanpl es, were sel ect ed.
Fourteen surface soil |ocations were selected for confirmatory sanpling. Table 2-1
lists the contam nants found in surface soils at the site.

Subsurface Soil Sanpling. Subsurface soil sanpling consisted of collecting of
screening and confirmatory sanpling in two stages. Initially, 20 soil borings were
installed and 2 soil sanples fromdifferent depths were anal yzed from each boring

Twel ve additional boring |ocations were selected for confirmatory sanpling, and two
sanpl es were col |l ected and anal yzed fromeach bori ng. Anal yses perforned were the sane
as for surface soil sanples described above. Table 2-1 lists the contamnants found in
subsurface soils at the site.

G oundwat er Sanpling. The 20 screening borings installed for subsurface soil sanpling
were extended into the aquifer and groundwater screening sanples were collected from
4-foot zones at various depths to provide a better characterization of groundwater
contam nati on. Based on results of the groundwater screening sanples, 13 additiona

monitoring wells were installed to better characterize the extent of groundwater
contam nation around the site and provide a better characterization of groundwater
contamnation with depth in the center of the old disposal area. G oundwater sanples
were col |l ected at each of the nonitoring wells and anal yzed for target conpound |i st
(TCL) VOCs, TCL SVQCs, target analyte list (TAL) inorganics, and TRPH

2.4 H GHLI GHTS OF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON. The Focused Feasibility Study (FFS)
report and Proposed Pl an were conpl eted and rel eased to the public on August 12, 1994.
A public neeting was held on August 25, 1994, to present information on the proposed
interimrenedial action at Site 17 and to solicit coments on the proposed cl eanup.
These docunents and other Installation Restoration programinformation are avail able
for public review in the Information Repository and Administrative Record. The
repository is naintained at the Charles D. Wbb Wsconnett Branch of the Jacksonville
Public Library in Jacksonville, Florida. The notice of availability of these docunents
was published in The Florida Times Union on August 11, 17, 20, 21, and 24, 1994.

A 30-day public comrent period was held fromAugust 12, 1994 to Septenber 12, 1994. At
the public nmeeting on August 25, 1994, representatives from NAS Ceci

Fi el d, USEPA, FDEP, and the Navy's environnmental consultants presented information
on the renedial alternatives and answered questions regarding the proposed
interim remedial action atSite 17. No witten coments were received
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Table 2-1

Contaminants Found in Surface Soil and Subsurface Soil at Site 17

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2

NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Surface Soils

Subsurface Soils

Volatile Organic Compounds
Ethylbenzene

1,2-Dichloroethene

Semivolatile Organic Compounds
1,2-Dichlorobenzene
Total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons

Volatile Organic Compounds
Acetone

Methylene chloride
Chlorobenzene
2-butanone

Toluene
Ethylbenzene

Total Xylenes
1,1,1,-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
4-Methyl-2-pentanone

Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Phenol

4-Methylphenol
2-Methylphenol
Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Dibenzofuran
Diethylphthalate
Di-n-butylphthalate
Fluoranthene

Fluorene
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate
1,2-Dichlorobenzene
1,3-Dichlorobenzene
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
Hexachlorobenzene
Pyrene

Chrysene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons
2,4-Dimethylphenol

Pesticides/Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
alpha-benzene hexachloride (BHC)

beta-BHC

Endosulfan Il

Methoxychlor

Aldrin

4,4-dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene (DDE)

Inorganics
Barium
Calcium
Chromium
Copper
Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Sodium

Notes: 1. Surface soil results are available from field screening samples only, which included analyses for a

limited number of chemicals. More extensive sample results will be available in the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for Operable Unit (OU) 2.
2. Surface soil samples were collected from 0 to 6 inches below land surface (bls). Subsurface soil

samples were collected at 2-foot intervals from 0 to 8 feet bls.

OU = operable unit.

NAS = naval air station.
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during the public comment period; however, questions asked during the public neeting
are sunmari zed and addressed in Appendi x A, Responsi veness Sunmary.

2.5 SCOPE AND ROLE OF I NTERIM REMEDI AL ACTION. I nvestigations at Site 17 indicated
t he presence of soil contam nation frompast oil disposal. The purpose of this interim
remedial action is to renove the source of contami nation to groundwater and reduce
pot enti al human heal th and ecol ogical risk at Site 17. Based on previ ous i nvesti gati ons
the following interi mrenedial action objectives were established for Site 17:

. renmedi ate contamnated soil in the vadose zone to reduce the source of
contam nants to groundwater, and

. renedi ate contam nated surface soil to reduce health risks from direct
contact exposure.

Upon conpl etion of the overall Renedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for
QJ 2, the need for renedial action to address groundwater contam nation wll be
eval uated. This | ROD addresses interimsource control (i.e., control of contam nants
from deposited wastes that may nigrate and pose risks to human health and the
environment) at Site 17. It is believed that this interimaction is consistent with any
future renedial activities that nmay take place at the site.

2.6 SITE CHARACTERI STICS. Characteristics of Site 17 are descri bed bel ow.

Ceol ogy and Hydrogeol ogy. The subsurface at Site 17 i s conposed prinmarily of sand and
silty sand with | enses of cenmented sand and silt encountered 22 feet bls and deeper
A dolomte layer exists approximately 102 feet bls with a clay unit approximately 32
feet in thickness overlying the dolomte. The surficial aquifer systemextends fromthe
water table to the clay unit. Hydraulic conductivities for the soil were estimated to
range from1l. 84 foot per day (ft/day) to 3.94 ft/day. The el evati on of the groundwater
table is highly seasonable, ranging from3 feet bls to 7 feet bls. The fluctuating
groundwater table and the lack of a consistent gradient has prevented the
interpretation of a definite and consistent direction of groundwater flow G oundwat er
contam nati on shows sone indication that groundwater is noving to the southeast.

Soil Contamination. The soil contains organics typical of fuels (e.g., toluene,
et hyl benzene, and xylenes) and aged waste oils. In addition, several sanples have
i ncl uded detections of chlorinated organics; however, the | ow concentrations present
suggest these were not disposed in large quantities at the site. Methylene chloride was
reported in sanples fromsoil borings installed during the 1991 R in relatively high
concentrations (29 and 58 milligrans per kilogram [my/kg] in two separate sanples).
During the 1993 R, nethylene chloride was encountered again, but in much |ower
concentrations (0.35 ng/ kg maxi nun.

TRPH resul ts present the best characterization of the extent of contamnation at Site
17. TRPHresults indicate that residual soil contam nati on remai ns and extends down to
8 feet bls in the abandoned pit area. Surface soil TRPH results indicate that
resi dual contam nation extends outward from the abandoned pit. The
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estimated vol une of soil with TRPH concentrations greater than 50 ng/kg is 9,900 cubic
yards (yd®).

The inorganic concentrations in sanples at Site 17 were conpared with 2 tinmes the
average detected concentrations in background sanples for NAS Cecil Field. One sanple
with barium 15 with calcium 1 with chromum 4 with copper, 4 with lead, 2 with
magnesi um 6 w th manganese, and 1 with sodi umcontai ned concentrations that exceeded
2 tinmes the background average.

I norgani ¢ concentrations are | ower than woul d be necessary for soil to show a hazardous
waste characteristic based on netals (i.e., would fall below Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure [ TCLP] regulatory levels). Hstorical records do not docunent any
di sposal of wastes at Site 17 that are classified as |isted wastes under RCRA

G oundwat er Contam nation. Goundwater results fromthe 1991 R showed cont am nati on
with chlorinated solvents only, with TCE bei ng the highest detected conmpound at 44
Fg/R; however, benzene, tol uene, ethyl benzene, and xyl ene (BTEX) anal yses were not
conduct ed due to the nal function of the flane ionization detector (FID . Prelimnary
results from the 1993 R do not show a strong presence of chlorinated solvents.
Goundwater is prinmarily contamnated with TRPH, bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate, and
phenol . O her conpounds have al so been detected including toluene, diethylphthalate,
di - n-but yl pht hal ate, and 4- net hyl phenol . There is no indication of a non-aqueous phase
liquid (NAPL) present at Site 17.

2.7 SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS. The purpose of this Interim Renmedial Action is to
renediate the source of contamination to groundwater at Site 17; namely, the
TRPH- cont ami nated soil. Results of the fieldinvestigations indicate TRPH contam nation
in and around the location of the forner disposal pit. This contanmination is a
cont i nui ng source of groundwater contanination and represents a potential hunman heal th
and environnmental risk through direct contact with the skin or ingestion.

The decision to inpl enent additional reredial actions for the remaining contam nation
at the site (i.e., groundwater, renaining soil, and sedinment) will be eval uated upon
finalization of the R, baseline risk assessment, and FS. A baseline risk assessment
will be conpleted as part of the overall R for QU 2. The R, baseline risk assessnent,
and FS are schedul ed for conpletion during the first quarter of 1995.

To approxi mate the vol une of soil that would be renediated for this interimaction, an
action level was established for the site. TRPH was chosen as the paraneter on which
to base the action | evel because of the extensive data available for the site and its
effectiveness as an indicator for petrol eumcontamnation. G her conpounds have been
detected at the site; however, data are | ess extensive for these conpounds and do not
provide a conplete indication of soil that may be acting as a source of groundwater
cont am nati on.

The specific action level for TRPHis 50 nmy/kg. This | evel was taken fromthe Florida
standards for thernmal treatnent of petrol eumcontam nated soils. The estimated vol une
of soil containing TRPH concentrations greater than 50 ng/kg is 9,900 yd.
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2.8 DESCRI PTI ONS OF ALTERNATIVES. Table 2-2 presents a description of the
source control alternatives evaluated for Site 17. The alternatives are
nunbered to correspond with the alternatives provided in the FFS report
(avail abl e at the Information Repository).

Table 2-2
Alternatives Evaluated for Interim Remedial Action at Site 17

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative RA-1: Alternative RA-2: Alternative RA-3: Excava-
Excavation and off site | Excavation and on-site tion and on-site ex-situ Alternative RA-4: In-situ
thermal treatment of thermal treatment of biological treatment of biological treatment of
Alternative | contaminated soil. contaminated soil. contaminated soil. contaminated soil.
Sail e Excavate contami- |+ Excavate * Excavate contami- e Treat soilin situ by
Treatment nated soil during contaminated soil nated soil during biological
Method seasonal low during seasonal low seasonal low mechanisms
groundwater. groundwater. groundwater. enhanced with air
injection and
o Transport contami- |« Treat soil on-site us- | « Treat soil nutrient addition.
nated soil to off- ing a mobile thermal biologically on-site
site thermal treatment unit in windrows.
treatment vendor.
o Backfill with treated « Backfill with treated
»  Backfill with clean soil. soil.
borrow.
Activities * Clear and prepare site.
Common
to all *  Monitor treatment performance.
activities
» Demobilize and restore site to previous conditions.
Cost $1,376,000 $1,374,000 | $1,176,000 | $1,129,000
Notes: OU = operable unit NAS = naval air station.

Three of the alternatives (RA-1, RA-2, and RA-3) involve excavation of
contam nated soil. All of the alternatives include treatnment of the soil as
a principal elenent.

Eval uation of a no action alternative, typically required in an FS, is not
necessary in an FS because designation of an interimrenedial action inplies
t hat sone action should be taken.

2.9 SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSES OF ALTERNATI VES. Thi s section eval uates
and conpares each of the alternatives wth respect to the nine criteria used
to assess renedial alternatives as outlined in Section 300.430(e) of the NCP
A conparative analysis of source control renedial alternatives for the nine
criteria is provided in Table 2-3.

2.9.1. Overall Protection Al alternatives would provide an increased | eve
of protection of human health and the environnment. Risks are reduced by
renoving and/or treating petroleumcontam nated soil, thereby preventing
exposure and reduci ng a source of groundwater contam nation.
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Table 2-3

Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Sitel7, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Criterion Alternative RA-1

Alternative RA-2 Alternative RA-3

Alternative RA-4

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

How risks are Alternative RA-1 would provide an increased
eliminated, reduced, or  level of protection to human health and the
controlled. environment because risks via direct contact

with contaminants at the site are minimized.
Worker health and safety requirements would
be maintained.

Short-term or cross- No short-term adverse effects are expected to

media effects. occur during implementation of this
alternative. Care will be taken to prevent
cross-media contamination during remedial
action. Some volatilization during excavation
and handling and some recontamination of
backfilled soil by contact with groundwater

may occur.
Compliance with ARARs

Chemical-, location-, Would comply.
and action-specific

ARARs

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Analysis is the same as for ~ Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1 Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for  Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1 with Alternative RA-2

greater chance of

volatilization due to

increased handling of soil.

Would comply. Would comply.

Analysis is the same as or less than
that for Alternative RA-1

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative Ra-1 except that cross-
media effects are less likely
because no excavation occurs.

Would comply if 50 ppm TRPH level
can be achieved.

Magnitude of residual The reduction risk at Site 17 would be Analysis is the same as for  Analysis is the same as for  Analysis is similar to Alternative RA-
risk permanent because contaminated soil would  Alternative RA Alternative RA 1 although soil is treated in-situ, not
be removed from the site. Actual magnitude removed, and actual achievable
of residual risk at the site remaining after cleanup levels may differ from ex-
implementation of the interim remedial action situ treatment.
would be addressed in the overall FS for
Operable Unit 2. Risk associated with
hazardous constituents in soil is reduced
through treatment for destruction of these
constituents.
See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-3 (Continued)

Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Criterion

Alternative RA-1

Alternative RA-2

Alternative RA-3

Alternative RA-4

Adequacy of controls

Reliability of controls

Treatment process and
remedy.

Amount of hazardous
material destroyed or
treated.

Reduction of mobility,
toxicity, or volume
through treatment.

Irreversibility of
treatment

Type and quantity of
treatment residuals.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence (continued)

Implementation of alternative would provide
Immediate and long-term source control at
Site 17.

Thermal treatment is highly reliable.

Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, and Volume

Soil would be treated via thermal desorption
and after burner to destroy organic
contaminants.

9,870 yd? of contaminated soil containing
5,785 kg of TRPH would be treated for this
alternative.

Would achieve significant and permanent
reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume of
contaminants in soil.

Thermal treatment is irreversible.

A limited amount of ash would be produced
during afterburning of vapors and would be
handled by off-site vendor. Decontamination
water would be treated at the NAS Cecil Field
wastewater treatment plant.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analyses is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Biological treatment reliable
for petroleum wastes;
however, treatment time may
be longer than expected.

Soil would be treated by
microorganisms to destroy
organic contaminants.

Analyses is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Biological treatment is
irreversible.

This alternative produces no
ash. Water generated would
be drained to the excavation
or sent to the wastewater
treatment plant. Treatment
pad materials would be
disposed off-site.

Analysis is similar to Alternative RA-
1 although source control would not
be as immediate.

Biological treatment is demonstrated
for petroleum wastes; however, air
sparging and bioventing is an
innovative approach and reliability

is uncertain.

Analysis is the same as Alternative
RA-3.

Analysis is the same as Alternative
RA-1 with the possibility that
additional contamination in
groundwater or deep soil may also
receive treatment.

Analysis is the same as Alternative
RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-3

No treatment residuals would be
produced if this alternative were
implemented.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-3 (Continued)

Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Criterion

Alternative RA-1

Alternative RA -2

Alternative RA-3

Alternative RA-4

Short-term Effectiveness

Protection of community
during remedial action.

Protection of workers
during remedial actions.

Environmental Effects

Time until remedial
action objectives are
achieved.

Implementability

Ability to construct
technology.

Reliability of technology

Dust control would be required during
excavation of soil. Fact sheets and posters
providing information to the public regarding
the remedial action would be distributed.
Transportation of wastes off- site poses an
increased potential risk.

Workers would be required to follow an
approved Health and Safety Plan. Workers
within the exclusion zone would be dressed
in modified Level D protection and would be
on a special medical monitoring program.

Minimal effects to surrounding environment
expected. Releases to air are expected to
have minimal environmental effect.

Approximately 3 months are necessary to
meet the remedial action objectives for Site
17.

No construction necessary.

Treatment standards for contaminated soil
would be met by thermal desorption.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1 except no
off-site transportation of
soil would occur.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Approximately 3 months
are necessary to meet the
remedial action objectives
for Site 17.

Mobile thermal treatment
units are available and
could easily be
transported to and
assembled on-site.
Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Fact sheets and posters
providing information to the
public regarding remedial
action would be distributed.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Approximately 14 months
are necessary to meet the
remedial action objectives
for Site 17.

Materials for construction of
a biological treatment area
are available and easily
constructed on-site.

Treatment standards for
contaminated soil would be
met by biological
mechanisms.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-3.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Actual time required is
undetermined, but assumed to be 2
years for cost purposes.

Materials for well installation and air
injection are readily available and
easily constructed on-site.

Reliability of technology is
undetermined due to its innovative
nature.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-3 (Continued)
Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Criterion Alternative RA-1

Alternative RA-2

Alternative RA-3

Alternative RA-4

Implementabiity
(Continued)

Ease of undertaking
additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Would provide no impediment to additional
remediation. Soil could be reprocessed until
treatment standards are met.

Monitoring
considerations.

Air monitoring would be conducted as
appropriate during excavation. Medical
monitoring of workers within the exclusion
zone would be required.

Coordination with other
regulatory agencies.

Coordination with NAS Cecil Field personnel
required for duration of remedial activities.
Coordination with county, USEPA, FDEP, and
city for soil handling necessary.

Availability and capacity
of treatment, storage, and
disposal services.

Availability of permitted TSD facilities for
treatment of contaminated soil would be re-
quired at the time of remedial action. Local
vendors handle non-hazardous wastes only.

Availability of
technologies, equipment,
and specialists.

Construction contractors, equipment, and
laboratories are available.

Ability to obtain
approvals from other
agencies.

Approval from State and USEPA necessary
prior to off-site treatment of contaminated soil.

Cost

Total present worth, $1,376,000
8-foot depth (including

contingency)

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1 with the
addition of monitoring
during treatment.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1 but
coordination in terms of
permits is limited to
jurisdictions at Cecil Field.
USEPA, FDEP, county, and
city would be notified of
actions being conducted.

No services required.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA -1. Mobile
thermal treatment units are
available.

Approval from State and
USEPA necessary prior to
on-site treatment of
contaminated soil.

$1,374,000

Analysis Is the same as for Alternative
RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for Alternative
RA-2,.

Analysis is the same as for Alternative
RA-2.

No services required.

Analysis is the same as for Alternative
RA-1. Equipment and materials are
available but would have to be
assembled on-site.

Analysis is the same as for Alternative
RA-2.

$1,176,000

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA -1.

Air monitoring would be
conducted as appropriate at
system startup.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-2.

No services required.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-1.

Analysis is the same as for
Alternative RA-2.

$1,129,000

Notes: OU = operable unit.

Notes: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements.
ppm = parts per million.
TRPH = total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbon.

NAS = naval air station
yd® = cubic yard.

kg = kilogram.

NAS = Naval Air Station.

FS = feasibility study.

USEPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection.

TSD = treatment, storage, and disposal.
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2.9.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs).
Al alternatives conply with ARARs. A conplete listing of chem cal-specific and
action-specific ARARs is provided in Tables 2-4 and 2-5. The only potential
| ocation-specific ARAR at Site 17 is 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 6,
Protection of Wetlands, Executive Oder No. 11990, and Chapter 17-611, FAC, Florida
Wt | ands Application Regul ati ons, Novenber 1990. None of the alternatives is expected
to inpact the wetland east of the site.

2.9.3 Long-termEffectiveness and Permanence Al |l of the alternatives of fer pernanent
treat ment technol ogi es that provide long-termeffectiveness. Alternatives RA-1 and RA-2
provide the greatest reliability. Alternative RA-3 is alsoreliable; however, treatnent
could take longer than expected. Aternative RA-4 is an innovative approach and its
reliability and ability to attain the 50 ng/kg TRPH treatnment level is |less certain.

2.9.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume of the Contam nants Al of the
alternatives woul d provide a pernmanent reduction in toxicity, mobility, and vol une of
contam nants through treatnent. An estimated 9,900 yd® of soil containing 5,800
kilograns (6.4 tons) of TRPH would be treated. Alternative RA-4 nmay al so provi de sone
reduction in contamnation in groundwater as well, although groundwater renediationis
not intended for this interimaction.

2.9.5 Short-TermEffectiveness This eval uation addresses how qui ckly and effectively
site risks are reduced. Wrkers would be required to follow an approved Health and
Safety Plan for all alternatives. Alternatives RA-1, RA-2, and RA-3 woul d i ncl ude dust
control and nonitoring during excavation. Aternatives RA-1 and RA-2 would take an
estimated 3 nonths to conplete. Alternative RA-3 woul d take an estimated 14 nont hs and
Alternative RA-4 woul d take 2 years or nore to conplete.

2.9.6 Inplenmentability All alternatives use technologies that are relatively easy to
i mpl ement and are readily avail able. Approval by the FDEP and USEPA woul d al so be
required prior to on-site or off-site treatnent.

2.9.7 Cost The estimated cost for the preferred alternatives is $1.4 mllion. The
estimated costs for all alternatives range from$1.1 mllion for Alternative RA-4 to
$1.4 mllion for Alternatives RA-1 and RA-2.

2.9.8 State and Federal Acceptance The FDEP and USEPA have concurred with the Navy's
selection of Alternative RA 2.

2.9.9 Communi ty Acceptance The community has accepted the selected renedy. No
witten conments were received during the public comrent period. In general, comrents
raised during the public neeting on August 25, 1994, supported the selected
alternatives and the expedi ent inplenentation of the interimrenedial action.

2.10 SELECTED REMEDY. The preferred alternative for source control at Site 17 is
Alternative RA-2. The alternative invol ves excavation of contam nated soil during the
seasonal |ow groundwater. Soil would then be treated by a nobile thermal desorption
treatment unit permtted to operate in the State of Florida. Treated soil wll then be
tested to ensure clean-up criteria have been achieved. The excavation would be
backfilled with treated soil.
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Table 2-4
Synopsis of Potential Federal Chemical-Specific
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial
Response Process

Occupational Safety and
Health Act (OSHA),
Occupational Health and
Safety Regulations (29
Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] Part
1910, Subpart Z2)

Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act
(RCRA), Identification and
Listing of Hazardous
Waste (40 CFR Part 261)

Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA), Maximum
Contaminant Level Goals
(MCLGs) [40 CFR Part
141]

SDWA, National Primary
Drinking Water Standards,
Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) [40 CFR
Part 141]

Chapter 17-520, Florida
Administrative Code
(FAC)Florida Water
Quality Standards, May
1990

Establishes permissible exposure
limits for work-place exposure to a
specific listing of chemicals.

Defines those solid wastes subject to
regulation as hazardous wastes
under 40 CFR Parts 262-265.

Establishes drinking water quality
goals at levels of no known or
anticipated adverse health effects
with an adequate margin of safety.
These criteria do consider treatment
feasibility or cost elements.

Establishes enforceable standards
for specific contaminants that have
been determined to adversely effect
human health. These standards,
MCLs, are protective of human health
for individual chemicals and are
developed using MCLGs, available
treatment technologies, and cost
data.

Establishes the groundwater
classification system for the state
and provides qualitative minimum
criteria for groundwater based on the
classification.

Applicable. Standards are applicable for
worker exposure to OSHA hazardous
chemicals during remedial activities.

Applicable. These requirements define
RCRA-regulated wastes, thereby
delineating acceptable management
approaches for |listed and
characteristically hazardous wastes that
should be incorporated into the remedial
response.

Relevant and appropriate. MCLGs
greater than zero are relevant and
appropriate standards for groundwater
that are current or potential sources of
drinking water. MCLGs may be used in
evaluating leaching of contaminants from
soil to groundwater.

Relevant and appropriate. MCLs are
relevant and appropriate standards
where the MCLGs are not determined to
be ARARs. MCLs may be used for
groundwater that are current or potential
drinking water sources and may be used
at Site 17 when evaluating leaching from
soil to groundwater.

Relevant and appropriate. The
classification system established in this
rule defines potable water sources.
Drinking water standards are established
for potable water sources in Chapter 17-
550 and could be used in evaluating
leaching from soil to groundwater.
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Table 2-4 (Continued)
Synopsis of Potential Federal Chemical-Specific

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2

NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal Standards and
Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial
Response Process

Chapter 17-550, FAC,
Florida Drinking Water
Standards, January 1993

Chapter 17-770, FAC,
Florida Petroleum
Contaminated Site Cleanup
Criteria, February 1990

Chapter 17-775, FAC,
Florida Soil Thermal
Treatment Facilities
Regulations, December
1990

Established to implement the Federal
Safe Drinking Water Act by adopting
the national primary and secondary
drinking water standards and by
creating additional rules to fulfill State
and Federal requirements.

Establishes a cleanup process to be
followed at all petroleum
contaminated sites. Cleanup levels
for G-I and G-Il groundwater are
provided for both the gasoline and
kerosene and mixed product
analytical groups.

Establishes criteria for the thermal
treatment of petroleum or product
contaminated soil. The rule further
outlines procedures for excavating,
receiving, handling, and stockpiling
contaminated soil prior to thermal
treatment in both stationary and
mobile facilities.

Relevant and appropriate. MCLs are
relevant and appropriate at Site 17
when considering leaching of
contaminants from soil to groundwater.

Applicable. This is an applicable
requirement at Site 17 because it is a
petroleum contaminated site discharging
to G-Il groundwater. However, due to
the focused nature of this Focused
Feasibility Study (FFS) only soil and its
impact on groundwater will be
addressed.

Relevant and appropriate. The soil
cleanup values established in this rule
for total recoverable petroleum
hydrocarbon (TRPH), volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), volatile organic
halocarbons (VOH), polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs), and
metals may be relevant and appropriate
requirements for contaminated soil and
may be applicable if thermal treatment is
used.
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Table 2-5
Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARs

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
Source Control Remedial Alternatives
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Clean Air Act (CAA). National
Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] Part 50)

CAA, New Source
Performance Standards
(NSPS) (40 CRF Part 60)

Department of Transportation
Rules for Transportation of
Hazardous Materials (49 CFR
Parts 107, 171, 173, 178, and
179)

Chapter 17-2, Florida
Administrative Code (FAC),
Florida Air Pollution Rules,
September 1990

Resource Conversation and
Recovery Act (RCRA),
Standards for Owners and
Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatment, Storage, and
Disposal Facilities (TSDF) (40
CFR Part 264)

Establishes primary (health-based) and secondary
(welfare-based) standards for air quality for carbon
monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter,
ozone, and sulfur oxides.

This regulation establishes new source performance
standards (NSPS) for specified sources, including
incinerators.Thisruleestablishesaparticulate emission
standard of 0.08 grains per dry standard of 0.08 grains
per dry standard cubic foot corrected to 12 percent
carbon dioxide for sources.

This regulation establishes the procedures for
packaging, labeling, and transporting of hazardous
materials.

Establishes permitting requirements for owners or
operators of any source that emits any air pollutant. This
chapter also establishes ambientair quality standards
for sulfur dioxide, PM,, carbon monoxide, and ozone.

This rule establishes minimum national standards that
define the acceptable management of hazardous
wastes for owners and operators of facilities that treat,
store, or dispose of hazardous wastes.

Applicable. Site remedial activities must comply with NAAQS. The most relevant
pollutant standard is for particulate matter less than 10 microns in size (PM,,) as
defined in 40 CFR Section 50.6. The PMio standard is based on the detrimental
effects of particulate matter to the lungs of humans. The PM,, standard for a 24-hour
period is 150 micrograms per cubic meter (mg/m?) of air, not to be exceeded more
than once a year. Remedial construction activities such as excavation will need to
include controls to ensure compliance with the PM,, standard. The attainment and
maintenance of primary and secondary NAAQS are required to protect human health
and welfare (wildlife, climate, recreation, transportation, and economic values).
These standards are applicable during remedial activities, such as soil excavation,
that may result in exposure to hazardous chemicals through dust and vapors.

Relevant and appropriate. Because NSPS are source-specific requirements, they
are not generally considered applicable to Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) cleanup actions. However,
an NSPS may be applicable for an incinerator; or may be a relevant and appropriate
requirementif the pollutant emitted and the technology employed during the cleanup
action are sufficiently similar to the pollutant and source category regulated.

Applicable. These requirements will be applicable for transport of hazardous
material from the site for laboratory analysis, treatment, or disposal.

Applicable. Standards for PM1o would be applicable during remediation. Engineering
controls and monitoring to control dust would be required.

Applicable. If a remedial alternative for Site 17 involves the management of RCRA
wastes at an off-site treatment, storage, or disposal unit, the substantive
requirements of this rule would be applicable.
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Table 2-5 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARS

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

RCRA, Use and Management of
Containers (40 CFR Part 264,
Subpart 1)

Chapter 17-775, FAC, Florida
Soil Thermal Facilities
Regulations

RCRA, Mainifest System,
Recordkeeping, and Reporting
(40 CFR Part 264, Subpart E)

Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act (49 CFR
Parts 171,173,178, and 179)
and Hazardous Materials
Transportation Regulations

RCRA, Standards Applicable
Transporters of Hazardous
Waste (40 CFR Part 263,
Subparts A - C, 263.10-263.31)

Sets standards for the storage of containers of hazardous waste.

This rule establishes criteria for the thermal treatment of petroleum
or petroleum product contaminated soil. Guidelines for
management and treatment of soil to levels that prevent future
contamination of other soil, groundwater, and surface water are
provided. Chapter 17-775.300, FAC, provides permitting
requirements forsoilthermaltreatmentfacilities. Thissectionstates
that soil must be screened or otherwise processed in order to
prevent soil particles greater than 2 inches in diameter from
entering the thermal treatment unit. This rule further outlines
procedures for excavating, receiving, handling, and stockpiling
contaminated soil prior to thermal treatment in both stationary and
mobile facilities.

This rule outlines procedures for manifesting hazardous waste for
owners and operators of onsite and offsite facilities that treat
store, or dispose of hazardous waste.

These regulations establish procedures for the packaging,
labeling, manifesting, and transporting of hazardous materials.

This rule establishes procedures for transporters of hazardous
waste within the United States if the transportation requires a
manifest under 40 CFR Part 262.

Relevant and appropriate. Remedial action implemented at Site 17
may involve the storage of containers that may contain RCRA
hazardous waste. The staging of study-generated RCRA wastes should
meetthe intent of this regulation. These requirements are applicable for
containerized RCRA hazardous wastes at CERCLA sites and may be
considered relevant and appropriate for wastes not classified as
hazardous.

Applicable. Thisrequirementis applicable to treatment alternatives that
employ thermal treatment technologies. It may be relevant and
appropriate for other treatment alternatives.

Applicable. These regulations apply if a remedial alternative involves
the offsite treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste. For
remedial actions involving onsite treatment or disposal of hazardous
waste, these regulations are relevant and appropriate

Applicable. For remedial actions involving offsite treatment, storage, or
disposal, contaminated hazardous materials would need to be
packaged, manifested, and transported to a licensed offsite facility in
compliance with these regulations.

Applicable. If a remedial alternative involves offsite transportation of
hazardous wastefortreatment, storage, ordisposal,theserequirements
must be attained.
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Table 2-5 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal State Action-Specific ARARS

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Proces

RCRA, Standards Applicable to
Generators of Hazardous Waste
(40 CFR Part 262, Sub-parts A -
D, 262.10-262.44)

RCRA, Identification and Listing
of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR
Part 261, 261.1-261.33)

RCRA, Land Disposal
Restrictions for Newly Listed
Wastes and Hazardous Debris
(40 CFR Parts 148, 260, 261,
262, 264, 265, 270, and 271)

RCRA, Corrective Action
Management Units; Corrective
Action Provisions Under Subtitle
C (40 CFR Parts 260, 264, 265,
268, 270 and 271)

RCRA, Land Disposal
Regulations (LDRs) (40 CFR
Part 268)

These rules establish standards for generators of hazardous
wastesthat address: accumulating waste, preparing hazardous
waste for shipment, and preparing the uniform hazardous waste
manifest. These requirements are integrated with U.S. Department
of Transportation (DOT) regulations.

This rule defines those solid wastes that are subject to regulation as
hazardous wastes under 40 CFR Parts 262-265. The applicability
of RCRATregulations to wastes found at a site is dependent on the
solid waste meeting one of the following criteria: (1) the wastes are
generated through a RCRA-listed source process, (2) the wastes
are RCRA-listed wastes from a non-specific source, or (3) the waste
is characteristically hazardous due to ignitability, corrositivity,
reactivity, or toxicity.

This rule sets forth five options for management of hazardous
debris: (1) treat the debris to performance standards established in
this rule through one of 17 approved technologies, (2) obtain a
ruling from USEPA that the debris no longer contains hazardous
waste, (3) treat the debris using atechnology approved through an
“equivalent technology demonstration,” (4) treat the debris to
existing Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) standards for wastes
contaminating the debris and continue to manage under RCRA
Subtitle C, or (5) dispose of debris in a Subtitle C landfill under the
generic extension of the capacity variance for hazardous debris,
which currently expires on May 8, 1994.

This rule establishes corrective action management units (CAMU)
and temporary units (TUs) as two options for corrective actions at
permitted RCRA facilities.

This rule establishes restrictions for the land disposal of untreated
hazardous wastes and provides treatment standards for these land-
banned wastes. Under this rule, treatment standards have been
established for most listed hazardous wastes.

Applicable. If an alternative involves the off-site transportation of
hazardous wastes, the material mustbe shipped in proper containers
thatare accurately marked and labeled, and the transporter must display
properplacards. Theserulesspecifythatallhazardouswaste shipments
must be accompanied by an appropriate manifest.

Applicable. Contaminated soils could be classified as a RCRA
hazardous waste. Historical records do not suggest soils would be a
listed waste and soil contamination does not indicate soils would be
characteristicallyhazardous; however, specific testing would have to be
conductedtoevaluatethispossibility. Residualsfromtreatmentmethods
may also be classified as RCRA hazardous wastes and would have to
be tested for RCRA hazardous characteristics.

Applicable. Debris at Site 17 is not anticipated; however, if encountered,
it would be classified as hazardous debris if it is contaminated with
RCRA listed waste that has LDR standards or with waste that exhibits
a hazardous characteristic. Under CERCLA, removal of contaminants
from debris by decontamination and replacing the debris within an area
of concern (AOC) is permitted. As long as movement of waste is
conducted within the AOC and outside of a separate RCRA unit,
placement of wastes has not occurred and, therefore, LDRs are not
triggered. However, if the debris is determined to be hazardous, and
placementis determined to occur, one of the five listed options must be
selected for management of hazardous debris.

Applicable. The substantive requirements of this rule is a potential
ARAR at Site 17 because hazardous wastes may be stored on-site for
any remedial alternative implemented.

Applicable. Treatment standards for wastes removed at Site 17 would
be established upon completion of testing of materials. Ifitis determined
thatwastes removed from Site 17 are subject to these regulations, then
the wastes must be treated prior to disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C
landfill.
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Table 2-5 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARs

Interim Record of Decision

Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2

NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards and
Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

RCRA, Contingency Plan and
Emergency Procedures (40 CFR
Subpart D, 264.30-264.37)
Occupational Safety and Health
Act (OSHA), General Industry
Standards (29 CFR Part 1910)

OSHA, Recordkeeping,
Reporting, and Related
Regulations (29 CFR Part 1904)
OSHA, Health and Safety
Standards (29 CFR Part 1926)

RCRA, General Facility
Standards (40 CFR Subpart B,
264.10-264.18)

RCRA, Preparedness and
Prevention (40 CFR Part 264,
Subpart C)

Chapter 17-4, FAC, Florida
Rules on Permits, May 1991
Chapter 17-736, FAC, Florida
Rules on Hazardous Waste
Warning signs, July 1991

RCRA, Solid Waste Land
Disposal Requirements (40 CFR
Part 258)

This regulation outlines the requirements for procedures to be
followed in the event of an emergency such as an explosion, fire, or
other emergency event.

This actrequires establishment of programs to assure worker health
and safety at hazardous waste sites, including employee training
requirements.

Provides recordkeeping and reporting requirements applicable to
remedial activities.

Specifies the type of safety training, equipment, and procedures to be
used during site investigation and remediation.

Sets the general facility requirements including general waste
analysis, security measures, jnspections, and training requirements.

This regulation outlines requirements for safety equipment and spill-
control for hazardous waste facilities. Facilities must be designed,
maintained, constructed, and operated to minimize the possibility of
an unplanned release that could threaten human health or the
environment.

Establishes proceduresforobtaining permitsfor sources of pollution.

Requires warning signs at National Priority List (NPL) and Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation (FDEP; formerly Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation [FDER]) identified
hazardous waste sites to inform the public of the presence of
potentially harmful conditions.

This rule sets forth requirements for disposal of waste within a solid
waste landfill. Also sets forth construction and monitoring
requirements of Subtitle D landfills.

Relevant and appropriate. These requirements are relevant and
appropriate for remedial actions involving the management of
hazardous waste.

Applicable. Under 40 CFR 300.38, requirements apply to all
response activities under the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). During remedial action at the
site, these regulations must be maintained.

Applicable. These requirements apply to all site contractors and
subcontractors and must be followed during all site work. During
remedial action at the site, these regulations must be maintained.

Applicable. All phases of the remedial response project should be
executed in compliance with this regulation. During remedial
action at the site, these regulations must be maintained.

Applicable. Because the remedial action planned for Site 17 may
involve the management of RCRA wastes at an off-site TSDF, these
requirements are applicable.

Applicable. Safety and communication equipment should be
incorporated into all aspects of the remedial process and local
authorities should be familiarized with site operations.

Relevant and appropriate. The substantive permitting requirements
of this rule must be met during the remedial action at Site 17.

Applicable. Because Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field is currently
listed on the NPL, this requirement is applicable.

Applicable. This rule stipulates that no free liquids, no hazardous
wastes, and no reactive wastes may be deposited within a Subtitle
D landfill. These requirements are applicable if soil and wastes are
disposed at a Subtitle D landfill.

Notes: ARARs = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements.

OU = operable unit.
NAS = naval air station.
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Thermal desorption treatnment of contam nated soil is used frequently for
treatnment of petrol eumcontam nated soil associated with | eaki ng under ground
storage tanks at forner gasoline stations. The technology uses heat to
volatilize contamnants from soil wthout incinerating the soil. The
vol atilized contam nants are destroyed in an afterburner that treats all of
the offgases from the system The technology has been denonstrated as
reliable for treatnment of the types of contam nants present at Site 17.

Alternative RA-2 is protective of the environnment, provides a pernmanent
remedy, and is cost effective. The Navy estinmates that the preferred

alternative would cost $1.4 million and woul d take approximately 3 nonths to
i mpl enment .

2.11 STATUTORY DETERM NATIONS. The interim remedial action selected for
inplementation at Site 17 is consistent with CERCLA and the NCP. The sel ected
renmedy is protective of human heal th and the environnment, attains ARARs, and
is cost effective. The selected renmedy also satisfies the statutory
preference for treatnent that permanently and significantly reduces the
mobility, toxicity, or volune of hazardous substances as a principal el ement.
Additionally, the selected remedy uses alternate treatnment technol ogies or
resource recovery technologies to the maxi mum extent practicable. Any soil
contam nation remaining on-site after this interimrenedial action will be
addressed during the RI and FS for this OU and the resulting Record of
Deci si on.

2. 12 DOCUMENTATI ON OF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES. There are no significant changes
inthis interimrenedial action fromthat described in the Proposed Pl an.
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Responsiveness Summary

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Florida

Comment

Response

Questions from the Public Meeting

What is EPAs responsibility of cleaning up these sites with the time frame you've got?

Is the risk assessment scheduled?

Are the taxpayers of Jacksonville going to be stuck with the cleanup bill?

Was EPA involved in the selection of the Navy's contractors (i.e., ABB and Bechtel)?

Is EPA involved in the interim actions all along as they progress? Does the EPA come
in and just comment afterwards or are they a party to the effective cleanup?

I'm trying to find out who is responsible for cleaning up the work, work to be done and
when it's done, what will be done. Who is responsible for that? Is EPA a party to the
start-up of the cleanup of the site?

How many wells have gone through the dolomite?

Did we look at other technologies?

You mentioned a moment ago in your presentation that the work would begin in October.
Are contracts actually let for the people in the field to perform the work by Bechtel, for
example? In other words, is it too late at this point in the event that the comment period
might causeyou to change your selection of the recommended alternative? | mean how
can it start in October?
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The responsibility of the EPA is to ensure that the Navy cleans the sites up tp the
standards that are identified for this interim action and the subsequent risk assessment
and final remedial action.

Yes.

No. The Navy has made a commitment to finish the cleanup even after they turn the base
over to the future landholder.

No. Since it was a DOD contract, neither the State of Florida nor EPA was involved in
any of the negotiations or the contract in any way. The contracts that are in force right
now were selected by Southern Division out of Charleston, South Carolina.

At Cecil Field, there is an ongoing relationship between EPA, FDEP, the facility, and
Southern Division. All parties are involved on a daily basis.

The Navy is responsible for the cleanup work and must obtain concurrence from EPA
and FDEP on all facets of the process, from the initial investigation to the final remedial
action.

Two wells were installed through the dolomite at Site 17 and site contaminants were not
found in either.

Yes, we did. The alternatives selected are believed to fit the criteria the best. We looked
at 10 or 12 different technologies, developed remedial alternatives, and selected the
alternative that best fits the criteria prescribed by regulations.

Bechtel is the remedial action contractor. They may obtain subcontractors as needed to
help out with the remediation.

If we had a significant change in the alternatives that might delay when we could begin
to implement the remedial action. The October date assumes that we go ahead as
expected. Bechtel is already in the process of trying to figure out what they need in order
to implement the alternative. Any significant changes to the proposed alternative would
only effect planning activities since field activities have not began.
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Responsiveness Summary&&continued

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Florida

Comment

Response

If you've already selected a remedy -- are the contracts already let, does that mean
aremedy has already been selected?

Of the nine is one of them cost?

Of the nine how is cost weighed?

Well,what about digging it up and transporting it up to Georgia and having it recycled
into concrete or asphalt for 35 bucks? What's the matter with that?

Who is providing the guarantee for the cleanup? Is that Bechtel?

If you find it's not cleaned up, what happens?
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The entire purpose of the public comment period is to listen to public concerns and to
ensure the selected interim remedy fits what needs to be done as everyone seesiit.

Itisthe Navy’s plan to go ahead and implement the alternative described, butit’s not written
in stone. EPA, FDEP, and the Navy, believe that the proposed alternative is the best
reasonable choice.

There are nine criteria that each remedy alternative is judged against and one of them is
public input.

Yes

Cost is not considered a primary criterion, but it should be taken into consideration.
Remediation costis animportant concern. We have done our very bestto consider the most
cost-effective alternative, not necessarily the cheapest. The Navy has contracted with

Bechtel to remediate the site and part of their job is to hire subcontractors to assist in
implementing this work.

The Navy has no desire to waste money. The decision to treat onsite was made because
the Navy wanted to manage its long-term liabilities.

The Navy is responsible. We go out and we sample after the cleanup is complete and verify
that the cleanup has occurred.

Then we have to get it cleaned up. The contractor or the Navy will take on the financial
burden of any additional cleanup activities.
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Responsiveness Summary&&continued

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Florida

Comment

Response

Is there a guarantee in the contract on the part of the contractor that he will do what
the specs call for as far as the cleanup goes, and what he has to do?

| was wondering with Site 17 if you could explain a little bit more, | guess, in technical
terms how the output gases are treated. The off gases from thermal treatment unit?
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We have a performance specification in our remediation contract, and when Bechtel
contracts with a local subcontractor to do thermal, biological, etc., treatment actions the
subcontractor has performance criteria he has to meet.

Now, ifthe contractor meets that performance criteria and the system does not work, in
other words, he has done his job and the design was ineffective, then that's not the
contractor's problem, that's the Navy's problem.

We have no intention of failing, but there are no guarantees.

We have selected a technology for this Interim Remedial Action based on its reliability.
This is a short-term quick action to reduce the source. And we don't go pick technology
that might or might not work. The idea is to pick something that is tried and true.

There are a few ways that you can actually treat it. Probably the most commonly used
by vendors in the state of Florida, at least for cleanup of gasoline sites, is the use of an
afterburner.

What happens with an afterburner is gases are passed through a chamber into which
auxiliary fuel injected. This is burned at a high temperature. What this does is it
chemically breaks down and destroys the contaminants in the offgases before they are
discharged to the air. It burns the contaminants along with the fuel that you putin there.
Its a combustion process similar to what happens in an automobile engine orin a jet
engine.

What you get out is a function of the fuel that's added in the afterburner as well as the
contaminants that are being treated. In this case where we have contaminants that were
originally fuels, we don't expect anything to be drastically different than what you would
get from an auto combustion engine.
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Responsiveness Summary&&continued

Interim Record of Decision
Oil and Sludge Disposal Area Southwest, Site 17, OU 2
NAS Cecil Field, Florida

Comment

Response

Whatis it that keeps the contaminants from leaving the field and moving on somewhere
else and establish them somewhere else? The way the water runs in the aquifer and
everything is away from Cecil Field. So what has kept it from leaving there from these
sites and going somewhere else and coming back up in a different place and
contaminate somewhere else? As long as they have been there and as much rain and
as much water that flows down it would have leached out on the other ground in
between the two.

Oral comment from John Austin to Bert Byers

Are your consultants looking at innovative technologies, such as cross-flow
pervaporation, for these interim actions?

The way we typically investigate a site we install wells at the site to understand where
groundwater flows and whether groundwater contamination exists. Then we follow any
contamination from the site outward until we find clean groundwater. It may be a
misconception that the groundwater flows like a stream. At this base groundwater flows
a quarter of an inch a year to several feet per year.

Andyou don'ttypically find that the contamination disappears and then reappears further
down. We have found that contamination has not migrated off the base.

The Navy continually researches innovative technologies for possible implementation
at Navy sites. For interim actions a proven technology is often required because of time
restraints. Cross-flow pervaporation is an innovative technology for the treatment of
VOCs in a liquid waste stream. This technology will be evaluated as a groundwater
treatment technology in the feasibility study for OU 2.
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